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done in excess of his rightful powers. He also
reiterated and amplified the principles of M'Cul-
loch vs. Maryland. Three years later he gave his
opinions in Brown vs. Maryland and Ogclen vs.
Saunders.1 In the former Marshall's opinion was
dissented from by a single associate, but in the
latter the Chief Justice found himself for the first
and only time in his entire incumbency in the role
of dissenter in a constitutional case. The decision
of the majority, speaking through Justice Wash-
ington, laid down the principle that the obligation
of a private executory contract cannot be said to
be "impaired" in a constitutional sense by the
adverse effect of legislative acts antedating the
making of the contract; and thus the dangerous
ambiguity of Sturges vs. Crowinshield was finally
resolved in favor of the States.

In the course of the next few years the Court,
speaking usually through the Chief Justice, de-
cided several cases on principles favoring local in-
terest, sometimes indeed curtailing the operation
of previously established principles. For exam-
ple, the Court held that, in the absence of specific
legislation by Congress to the contrary, a State
may erect a dam across navigable waters of the
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